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Publica4ons:	
  role	
  and	
  func4on	
  
•  Report	
  results	
  
•  Contribute	
  to	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  science,	
  research	
  and	
  

development	
  
•  Contribute	
  to	
  the	
  produc4on	
  of	
  extraordinary	
  knowledge	
  
•  Merit	
  the	
  researcher:	
  promote	
  career	
  
•  Means	
  to	
  acquiring	
  funds	
  

•  That	
  is:	
  the	
  publica4on	
  is	
  both	
  a	
  tool	
  of	
  science	
  and	
  research,	
  
and	
  a	
  ”currency”	
  in	
  the	
  ins4tuional	
  economy	
  and	
  poli4cs	
  of	
  
science	
  and	
  research	
  



Misconduct	
  
•  Fraud	
  and	
  deceit	
  
•  Stealing	
  text	
  (e.g.	
  from	
  student	
  essays)	
  
•  Ghostwri4ng	
  
•  Unwarranted	
  co-­‐authorship	
  
•  Impeding	
  warranted	
  co-­‐authorship	
  
•  Exagerrated	
  co-­‐authorship	
  

•  Only	
  no.	
  1	
  directly	
  opposes	
  the	
  aim	
  of	
  science	
  and	
  research	
  
•  The	
  rest	
  are	
  opposed	
  to	
  the	
  func8on	
  of	
  authorship	
  and	
  publica8on	
  as	
  a	
  

”currency”	
  
•  But	
  flawed	
  alloca8on	
  of	
  this	
  currency	
  may	
  indirectly	
  boost	
  the	
  wrong	
  

careers,	
  allocate	
  funds	
  to	
  the	
  wrong	
  people,	
  and	
  thereby	
  impede	
  science	
  
and	
  research	
  



Absurdly	
  long	
  author	
  lists	
  
	
  	
  972	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  2.926 	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  115	
  

five research labs, and all but four letters of the alphabet. In total, 115 researchers
were listed as ‘‘authors’’ of the paper (see Fig. 1)—enough so that had the work
been divided evenly each would have contributed about six lines of writing.

As the sheer number of authors on the BlueGene/L paper suggests, the simplest
definition of an author by the Oxford English Dictionary as ‘‘[o]ne who sets forth
written statements’’ no longer holds, if it ever did, for computer science research [3].
Instead, authorship on a computer science paper indicates not that the author made
concrete written contributions to the paper itself but rather that he or she played a
substantial role in the development of a larger project. As would be expected, the
issue of authorship is a crucial one in computer science since authorship can be the
key to promotion, tenure, and prestige for researchers advancing through the ranks
of academia. A computer scientist whose name appears on a conference
presentation slide or published paper has indicated a certain degree of involvement
with ‘‘publishable’’ research and has proven that his or her work can withstand the
pressure of peer review by a community of academics, engineers, and practitioners.
Furthermore, in computer science, publication can be an initial stepping stone
toward obtaining a patent for marketable products that stem from research results.
Thus, it comes as no surprise that computer scientists compete for positions on lists
of authors for published research papers. This ‘‘publish-or-perish’’ attitude, which is
well-known to have existed in the natural and social sciences for some time [4], has
driven computer science researchers to become more prolific writers as well as
competitors for increasingly exclusive spots in academic journals and conferences.

This pressure to publish has led to several practical and ethical problems
concerning the assignment of academic credit in computer science research

Fig. 1 The author list from the BlueGene/L paper [1]
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outfile ! primary_authorship[i] ! ‘‘! secondary_authorship[i] ! ‘‘;
outfile ! (double)primary_authorship[i]/(primary_authorship[i] ?
secondary_authorship[i]);

outfile ! endl;
}

cout ! ‘‘Data processing is done.\n’’;
cout ! numlines ! ‘‘lines processed.\n’’;
cout ! numbad ! ‘‘bad lines.\n’’;
getch();

}
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Who	
  should	
  be	
  co-­‐author	
  and	
  who	
  shouldn’t	
  

	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  ? 

teams consist primarily of one main author and one to two assistants, one main
author and his or her advisors, groups of equally-contributing members, or some
other combination of various members in the research process. Future research
could determine the nature of these relationships through the use of survey data,
although secondary contributors to research projects could overestimate their
involvement, making the data difficult to interpret. Regardless, the proportion of
papers with team sizes larger than two to three members has grown significantly as
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Fig. 2 Trends in single and multiple authorship in computer science papers (data gathered from the
DBLP Computer Science Bibliography)
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Fig. 3 Trends in single and multiple authorship in computer science papers by percent (data gathered
from the DBLP Computer Science Bibliography)
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Abstract This article presents an in-depth analysis of past and present publishing
practices in academic computer science to suggest the establishment of a more
consistent publishing standard. Historical precedent for academic publishing in
computer science is established through the study of anecdotes as well as statistics
collected from databases of published computer science papers. After examining
these facts alongside information about analogous publishing situations and stan-
dards in other scientific fields, the article concludes with a list of basic principles that
should be adopted in any computer science publishing standard. These principles
would contribute to the reliability and scientific nature of academic publications in
computer science and would allow for more straightforward discourse in future
publications.

Keywords Co-authorship ! Computer science research ! Publishing

In November 2002, a team of computer scientists, engineers, and other researchers
from IBM and the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory presented a conference
paper announcing the development of a record-breaking supercomputer. This
supercomputer, dubbed the BlueGene/L, would sport a ‘‘target peak processing
power’’ of 360 trillion floating-point operations every second [1], enough to
simulate the complexity of a mouse’s brain [2]. While the potential construction of
the BlueGene/L was a major development for the field of supercomputing, the paper
announcing its structure unwittingly suggested new industry standards for sharing
co-authorship credit in the field of computer science. The paper spanned twenty-two
pages of conference proceedings, sixteen of which contained written text. The
authors of the paper, on the other hand, spanned both coasts of the United States,
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”vancouver	
  principles”	
  in	
  Biomedicine	
  
	
  

•  Authorship	
  credit	
  should	
  be	
  based	
  on	
  1)	
  substan4al	
  contribu4ons	
  to	
  concep4on	
  and	
  design,	
  acquisi4on	
  of	
  
data,	
  or	
  analysis	
  and	
  interpreta4on	
  of	
  data;	
  2)	
  draZing	
  the	
  ar4cle	
  or	
  revising	
  it	
  cri4cally	
  for	
  important	
  
intellectual	
  content;	
  and	
  3)	
  final	
  approval	
  of	
  the	
  version	
  to	
  be	
  published.	
  Authors	
  should	
  meet	
  condi4ons	
  1,	
  2,	
  
and	
  3.	
  	
  

•  When	
  a	
  large,	
  mul4center	
  group	
  […],	
  the	
  group	
  should	
  iden4fy	
  the	
  individuals	
  who	
  accept	
  direct	
  
responsibility	
  for	
  the	
  manuscript.	
  These	
  individuals	
  should	
  fully	
  meet	
  the	
  criteria	
  for	
  authorship/
contributorship	
  defined	
  above	
  […]	
  Journals	
  […]	
  list	
  other	
  members	
  […]	
  in	
  the	
  Acknowledgments.	
  	
  

•  Acquisi4on	
  of	
  funding,	
  collec4on	
  of	
  data,	
  or	
  general	
  supervision	
  of	
  the	
  research	
  group	
  alone	
  does	
  not	
  
cons4tute	
  authorship.	
  	
  

•  All	
  persons	
  designated	
  as	
  authors	
  should	
  qualify	
  for	
  authorship,	
  and	
  all	
  those	
  who	
  qualify	
  should	
  be	
  listed.	
  	
  

•  Each	
  author	
  should	
  have	
  par4cipated	
  sufficiently	
  in	
  the	
  work	
  to	
  take	
  public	
  responsibility	
  for	
  appropriate	
  
por4ons	
  of	
  the	
  content.	
  	
  

hcp://www.icmje.org/ethical_1author.html	
  



Unwarranted	
  (parasi4cal)	
  authorsip	
  

•  Unit-­‐	
  or	
  department-­‐leader	
  

•  Whoever	
  is	
  fixing	
  rthe	
  funds	
  

•  Person	
  of	
  strategic	
  interest	
  to	
  please	
  (vanity	
  
authorship)	
  

•  Supervisor	
  or	
  other	
  senior	
  on	
  whom	
  a	
  student/
PhD	
  candidate/young	
  researcher	
  depends	
  



Impeding	
  warranted	
  authorship	
  

•  Students	
  

•  PhD	
  candidates	
  

•  Young	
  researchers	
  

•  Highly	
  dependent	
  researchers	
  (temporary	
  
appointments,	
  lack	
  of	
  funds,	
  etc.)	
  



Recommenda4on	
  
•  Make	
  as	
  clear	
  and	
  specific	
  agreements	
  as	
  possible	
  before	
  you	
  ini4uate	
  a	
  

research	
  collabora4on.	
  With	
  new	
  partners,	
  these	
  should	
  be	
  in	
  wri4ng!	
  

•  Mind	
  your	
  honour	
  and	
  long-­‐term	
  reputa4on!	
  

•  Falsely	
  ascertaining	
  warranted	
  authorship	
  to	
  a	
  journal/conference	
  is	
  fraud	
  

•  Accep4ng	
  invita4ons	
  to	
  unwarranted	
  co-­‐authorship	
  makes	
  you	
  at	
  risk	
  for	
  
having	
  to	
  answer	
  for	
  misconduct	
  and	
  deceit	
  of	
  others	
  

•  More	
  and	
  more	
  journals	
  apply	
  principle	
  of	
  each	
  author	
  ascertaining	
  their	
  
own	
  contribu4on	
  –	
  try	
  to	
  go	
  for	
  these!	
  


